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an examination of its use on combat operations at the

operational level of war. Timeliness and integration with

all intelligence sources available to the field command are

key in ULTRA's successful use. Intelligence must be timely,

arriving early enough to influence the operational planning

process or leaving enough time for reaction if It is to be

used for targeting or maneuver. ULTRA's timelines were

sufficient for Army Group/Air Army utilization. The system
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was, however, not structured to support its rapid use. This
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level in the European Theater of Operations and its

integration into the command decision process. The study
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with other sources to present an all-source picture than

when it was used as a single source, albeit one with
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INTRODUCTION

The impact of ULTRA Intelligence, derived from the

exploitation of high-level German communications in World

War II. has been often been examined from a strategic

perspective - its use in the Battle of Britain, North Africa

and Overlord (especially in support of BODYGUARD operations)

are all good examples. Over reliance on it as a sole source

may have, in its absence, led to the complacency of Allied

commanders in December 1944 and the surprise achieved by the

Germans in their Ardennes Offensive. And Churchill's avid

readership of ULTRA and his supposed lack of warning to

Coventry is stuff of which legends are made. The purpose of

this paper is neither to refute, nor to underscore ULTRA's

effect on theater level operations, but to examine its

impact on the operational level of war - its use at US Army

Group and Army levels, and their counterpart Air Army and

Tactical Air Commands, in the western European Theater of

War.1

When emphasis on the specific operations of a single

formation is appcoprlate, the focus will be on the Third

Army and its operations from activation in July 1943 to just

prior to the Battle of the Bulge. This period provides an

opportunity to look at ULTRA support during the hectic,

pell-mell days following the breakout from the Normandy



beachhead to the -atic, limited offensive of the Lorrarie

campaign. Otherwise comments and conclusions w!1i De Dasec

on a i American cperational level commands in the European

Theater of Operations (ETO).

ULTRA's production, 1t3 diF-eminatlon arid its use in

the field can be categorized as the "execution'', and the

"commend and signal" of its support operations. Before we

examine these functions, however, it is useful to look at

the "mission statement" upon which ULTRA support was based.

This was specified in a letter from US Army Chief of Staff,

George C. Marshall, to General Eisenhower in his role as

senior US officer in the theater as well as Commnarder,

SHAEF. The letter covers the specifics by which the British

agreed to provlde "ULTRA" intelligence to American field

commands. The conduit by which this support was provided

terminated with the US Special Intelligence Officer or

Representative attached to a field command; his mission, as

specified in the Marshall letter, was to:

... to evaluate ULTRA intelligence, present it in
usable form to the Commanding General and such
senior staff officers as are authorized
recipients; assist in fusing ULTRA intelligence
with Intelligence derived from other sources; and
give advice in connection with making operational
use in such fashion that the security of the
source is not enddngered. 2

The underlinings are not In the original letter, but

were added by LtCol James D. Fellers, the ULTRA

representative to the IX Tactical Air Command (providing

-2-



direct air support to the First Army), as key to his

perspective of his mission. 3 The dramatic application ot a

single ULTRA message, by a inslghtful commander, to execute

a aecisive operational maneuver did occur, Dut it was most

often the hard work of fusion with other intelligence, and

the translation of the obscure into the relevant and usable

that made ULTRA support effective - and of constant

operational benefit to their commands. Converse!y, some

ULTRA representatives saw no "value added" responsibility irn

their mission; for them, their role was more postman than

intelligence cfficer. For that their commands did not

receive the high level intelligence support to which they

were entitled. This, therefore, is a study in contrasts,

nit consistency.

ULTRA: ITS PRODUCTION AND DISSEMINATION

It is not the purpose of this papeu to restate how

ULTRA intelligence was produced; numerous excellent sources

do this extremely well. 4 IV is necessary, however, to

provide some background on the operations of Government Code

& Cypher School (GC & CS) operations at Bletchley Park and

to clarify terminology. Additionally, it is necessary to

explain in detail the structure and format of ULTRA reports,

as transmitted to consumers in the ETO. Study of the

report's external elements, especially those that facilitate

-3-



!tq dissemination, are key to determining the repor :"s

timeliness and who its actual ruilpients were. This detail

is found at Appendix One.

Within Bletchley Park, the actual "codebreaking" of the

German ENIGMA machine cyphers as well as other high level

(high security) cryptographic systems was done within an

organization that took its name from its building number -

Hut 6. The process was extremely complex. The ENIGMA

encoding machine was employed on a myriad of communications

nets supporting multiple German headquarters and agencies,

each with its own machine settings and often separate

machine characteristics. Variables were altered for

individual messages and settings changed frequently. Thus,

attacking this problem remained a constant challenge with a

final solution never possible. The effort stopped only when

the war ended.

Naval material (the actual decrypted material, still in

its original language) was forwarded to the Admiralty's

intelligence organization in London for translation and

analysis. For less parochial reasons, all other material,

including that derived from the decryption of air and ground

force associated cyphers, was processed at Bletchley Park.

For Army/Air Force material (generally termed

"CX/MSS"), this was done within Hut 3. The decrypted

material provided would not be, in most instances, a

word-for-word match with the original German message text.

-4-



The reasons for this varied. Errors may have been made by

the German drafter or his supporting cryptographic personnel

ln preparng the message for transmissgon. The British

intercept operator may have missed portions of the text due

to atmospheric conditiong or other technical reasons. Only

portions of the ENIGMA protected message may have succumoed

to Hut 6's deccyption efforts. Thus, Hut 3s

German-to-English translators were faced with a problem very

different from an academic word-for-word rendering.

Suppositions had to be made and gaps filled.

The resulting translation was screened by the Head of

the on-duty Watch for completeness and inte!lliqpnce vajue.

then passed to either the Air (3A) or Military (3M) Advisors

for further analysis and drfting a supporting intelligence

report. Both 3A and 3M consisted of the section's head, his

deputy and their secretary; the Air and Ground Advisors

assigned, in pairs, to each watch; and, to aid them in the

process of intelligence production, the section's extensive

index or data base. After the intelligence report was

written, dissemination was determined. In addition to

providing a copy to London, would it be signaled to commands

in the field?; which cormnands?; and how fast? These

decisions had to be made rapidly by the Advisors in that, at

the height the cryptologic war, they were handling one

signal every four to five minutes.5 After a final check was

- 5-



made by the Head of the duty Watch. the message was sent to

the communcations center (3S' for sginaling.

Sirmpl:stlcally, for air and ground a,;. ciated

lnel>igence. this process can De described as:

kct!on: dectyption of the intercepted Eniga signal
N-nere: Hut 6
iho: Ccyptologists

Action: endering German te-'A. to English
>-Where: Hut 3

Who: tty wQch transl~ators

Action: producing ULTRA intelligence report;
detecmining .stribution and prlorit'i

Where: Hut :A or 3M
Air ou Ground Advisors

Action: signaling to London and the fie:C
Where: Hut 3S
Who: Communications Personnel

Cooies of the resultii1 g []LTPA intelligence reports have

been partially released into the public record and are

available for study. Fortunately, this public release

covers much of the intelligence reporting on Gerran military

activity - nav], air and ground aspects. These are,

however, the record copies fcom Bletchley Park and not.

copies of signal i dctually received in the field. Security

regulations requirej ULTRA signals at the receiving end to

be tightly controlled and destroyed expeditiously. In the

field, these regulations were strictly enforced. Also,

these releasci contain complete series; other Than London,

no consumer would havL received every report. It should be

-6-



a~sumei that commands did receive the report if they were on

ditr-Oution, but times of actual receipt can not De

ascerta:nec. Addic.onaily, io should al be assumed highec

neacquarters retransmitted pertinent reports to sunordinate

commancs, even vhen authorizea to receive them.

Message dissemination was dctermined by zhe 3M or 3A

soviso, was?, on his knowledge or assumptonrs of future

plans and ntentions. Command ULTRA repr sentatives were

Lequested to provide daily SITREPS to BYetchl-y Park,

i:zcluing, where possible, advanced notice of pending

supoorted ni7. operations. This feedbacK had the dual

purpose of enhancing Hut 3's analytical effort, and ensuring

proper and timely distuibution. Especially key would be

advanced notification of friendly force deception plann:ng,

in order to aid Hut 3 analysts in remaining focused on the

true operational picture, but more importantly, to determine

German reaction to (or discounting of) the Allied deception

operations. While this feedback requirement, and the

underlning desire to tie intelligence reporting to consumer

needs, wouid seem in the best interest of the support-d

command, many reqarded it as an after thought, and some 0-2s

did not even inderstand the reasoning behind che request Yt

all •6 In ohort. tne requested feedback was neither

consistently nor unrversallv provided. Its absence created

problem areas that affected processing an;d reporting.

-7-



These general message distribution rules seemed to have

teen app)lied.

All information deemed appropriate for a headquarters
was also sent to Its higher (but not necessarily to its
subordinate) headquarters.7 Several field ULTRA
reprebentatives criticized this policy of relying on
higher command dissemination to subordinates. When
made aware to this situation, Hut 3 advisors apparently
responded by providing direct service, to include
pertinent reports and daily summaries.8

* Parallel dissemination (dissemination to adjacent
headquarters) was made to ease coordination
requirements.

Likewise, distribution was simultaneous to both ground
and supporting air components, often even when
collocated. This may also have ensured receipt during
the period of rapid movement across France where it
could not have been easy to determine from Bletchley
Park which headquarters was stationary and which was
mobile, and for how long. Army Groups/Tactical Air
Forces and Armies/Tactical Air Commands were serviced
by a single communications unit and thus did not have
separate delivery groups for forward, main and rear
headquarters use, as did higher command levels.
Therefore, traffic might be sent to a command, but
received at a location well away from the decision
making command element.

* ist Allied Airborne Army requested extensive
distribution, covering all sectors of the Western
Front, due to its broad area of possib-le deployment.9

Adherence to these "rules" would ensure appropriate

distcibution of ULTRA even in the absence of feedback from

field commands. Additionally, geography and logical terrain

divisions could be used to separate message traffic. It is

interesting to note that during the initial phases of the

Normandy Campaign, all three Army Groups and their

supporting a r commands seemed to receive the same

-- 8-



distribution. During the final stages of the war, as Army

Group operatizns became more divergent and distinctly

unique, more selective distribution was applied.

A-1ditionaily. there was distinction made between air and

ground unique reporting, and distribution was not automatic

to both headquarters.

Dissemination was, and still is, governed Dy the

pr-nciples of "need-to-know" and echelon. below which

certain classified material would not be normally

transmitted. When the Americans entered the war, they

became intelligence partners with a nation that had been

successfully exploiting the Axis nations for strategic a

operational intelligence purposes for a number of years. In

addition to the high level cryptologic efforts occurring at

Bletchley Park, exploitation was being performed by deployed

radio intercept units (termed "Y" units 10 ), whose analysts

were often able to break and decrypt medium and lower grade

systems in the field, and pass the resulting information

directly to the supported unit's G-2. The British and

Germans, and to a lesser extent the other warring

militaries, were expert in providing tactical/ operational

SIGINT support; the US military was new in this arena, but

was quick to copy experience. Since the Allied SIGINT

effort was to be based ,)n mutual sharing between the British

and Americans, resulting classification guidelines and rules

for dissemination were structured on those formulated by the

-9-



British, and adopted by both partners, with some minor

modification, for world-wide use.

Appendix Two details SIGINT Classification guidelines,

associated terminology and dissemination levels. US War

Department security regulations governing dissemination of

SIGINT, issued in October :943, aligned US procedures with

those of the British. Two security categories were

established, each with their own handling procedures:

ULTRA-DEXTER (Special Intelligence), with its Special

Security Officer(SSO)/ Special Liaison Unit (SLU) field

support arrangement and dissemination only down to theater

level; and DEXTER (Radio Intelligence or "Y" Service

produced material) provided directly to supported field

commands via G-2/A-2 channels. In March 1944, regulations

expanded classification categories to three: ULTRA (Special

Intelligence or high level cryptanalysis), PEARL (low-level

cryptanalysis), and THUMB (traffic analysis and other signal

intelligence short of cryptanalysis). PEARL and THUMB

material was classified SECRET (US)/ MOST SECRET (UK), with

restricted access; ULTRA retained its more restricted

controls. In 1945, the regulations governing PEARL and

THUMB were revised, in conjunction with the US Navy, and a

single codeword, PINUP, was used for all low level Signals

Intelligence, to include plain text translations.1 1

Regulations, rewritten and issued on 11 March 1944,

allowed dissemination of ULTRA material, previously

- 10 -



restricted to theater level command, down to Army level (or

equivalent Air Force formation) and to Corps level, when

operating Independently. The same regulations also

specified positions, whose incumbents would normally be

given access to SIGINT. (Regulations also allowed

dissemination of PEARL/THUMB material to Division level, in

the case of independent operations.) 12 Generally however,

ULTRA material was not disseminated below Army/Tactical Air

Command level, and the results from field cryptanalysis and

traffic analysis no lower than Corps/TAC level.

Dissemination to subordinate formations could be in the form

of operational orders; regulations specified the following:

When ULTRA furnishes the basis of action to be
taken by a command which is not authorized to
receive ULTRA, the information when passed to the
subordinate command must be translated into terms
of an operational order, so worded that, if
captured or intercepted by the enemy, the origin
of the order could not be traced back to ULTRA.
Such orders must never contain the precise time,
date or place of an enemy operation, or the name
of any ship or tactical unit revealed only by
ULTRA. Such operational orders, if transmitted by
radio, must be in high grade cryptographic
systems.

The lack of ULTRA dissemination down to Corps level,

except in situations where the Corps was operating

independently, remained a highly controversial issue

throughout the war. The issue became acute whenever a

former ULTRA recipient (especially when also an advocate),

serving on the staff at an authorized level was "moved up"

to command at the Corps and below level.

- 11 -



Three issues were involved. The first, that of

security, was focused around the potential for compromise.

The fear was that a Corps command group, primarily focused

at the tactical level of war, might, "...in the heat of an

operation " (and with the need to react quickly) '... be

tempted to act .... without proper cover." As was argued,

however, the focus of corps operations changed from the

tactical to the operational level of war based on the

theater in which the corps was employed. For instance, in

the Pacific theater there were no Army Groups; "armies

operated as European army groups, and corps as armies.' 14

Secondly, if ULTRA material was to be disseminated to

the Corps level, it would require the presence of an SSO and

his communications structure at that level also. With the

SSO system operating under constrained manpower conditions,

would this have been warranted to all corps, if only an

occasional ULTRA report was applicable to that cotmmand

level, and that same information could be disseminated in

the form of an operational order? 15

The most telling argument was that ULTRA's value to a

operational level commander came prior to an operation where

an overview and possible intentions of the enemy were key,

rather than during the operation, where actions were time

sensitive and the commander's focus was on his sector and

mission. This was true for Army level, as well as Corps.

Here timeliness was key. Processing at Bletchley Park and

- 12 -



subsequent dissemination procedures required time. Ralph

Bennett's experience in Hut 3 caused him to state:

Even under exceptionally favorable conditions, it
proved impossible to complete all these processes
in less than two or two and a quarter hours. 16

Bennett's statement applies to processing ana

dissemination times in 1941, while Bletchley Park was

supporting the North African campaign down to the theater

level only. The next three years of ULTRA service would

have provided the experience necessary to snorten these

times slightly, if the supported command structure had

remained constant. By 1944, however, the complexity of

multi-theater warfare and ULTRA service being provided down

to Army level is likely to have dramatically increased these

times. Therefore, intelligence that bordered on the

tactical, or fell completely into that category, often

became confirmatory to other open source material already on

hand, to include that provided by attached "Y" Service

units. 17 During on-going operations, Army level timelines

could be met with a degree of certainty and regularity;

corps' could not. It was therefore maintained that

dissemination rules concerning Corps level were sound,

providing exceptions could be made.

ULTRA report context itself shifted from tactical

emphasis to strategic/operational during the same 1941 to

1944 period. More German ENIGMA keys were broken, some of

which protected traffic on radio links servicing high

- 13 -



which protected traffic on radio links servicing high

command elements. Decrypts surfaced that contained material

of higher level interest. Intelligence officers in Hut 3

and their counterparts in the field became more attuned to

each others needs. Theater planners began focusing on

long-term operations, not the ones in progress. ULTRA

reporting correspondingly focused on German High Command

orders, "statistics on POL and ammunition stocks and

consumption rates, aircraft strength returns, tank losses

and new deliveries ... "18 It was found that "... better

strategic guidance could be derived from analysis of ULTRA's

logistical evidence than anything reported about the

movement of troops on or toward the battlefield." 19

The maturing of the ULTRA process is apparent in a

comparison between the ULTRA CX/MSS OL series, covering the

period 14 March to 19 November 1941, to the XL series

covering a portion of the events of the summer and fall of

1944 (specifically 29 June to 13 September 1944). The

increase in volume of traffic alone is staggering (from 1500

to 10,000 messages); however, the more subtle maturation is

in the drafting of the reports themselves. Bennett best

critiques the early reports drafted by himself and his

contemporaries.

Three defects mar many of them, however, limiting
their intelligence value ... Few state the time at
which the underlying German message originated,
although this was nearly always approximately
clear from external signals data (which, of

- 14 -



course, included by routine the time at which an
operator began transmitting), if not from any
direct statement. Similarly, few named the
originating German authority and the arm of
service to which he belonged or gave any
indication of his status in the hierarchy of
command; yet the source of a piece of information
and its approximate age at the time of receipt are
vital ingredients in assessing its value.
Thirdly, too little care was taken to distinguish
factual statements made in the German original
from comments upon them. This occasionally makes
the precise meaning of the resultant text hard to
measure even today, and must sometimes have
baffled recipients as they strove under battle
pressure to use our signals to guide them toward
appropriate action ...."20

One criticism that did persist was the practice of

inserting grid references in the message text without

explanation of its source. Was it a translation from the

original German or an informed guess by a Hut 3 Advisor?

Without such a clarification the recipient in the field was

at a loss whether to accept it without question or apply

local terrain knowledge In clarification.2 1

However, by 1944, most of these deficiencies had been

corrected, and material of strategic/operational value was

flowing to commanders who needed it - and to their

intelligence staffs who processed it for them. With its

entry into the war, the American military inherited access

into this mature system.

- 15 -



ULTRA & THE AMERICANS

Beginning in April 1943, negotiations began between GC

& CS and the US Army with respect to what involvement

Americans, specifically representatives of G-2, War

Department and the Signal Intelligence Service, woula have

in the exploitation of high grade German military decrypts

and dissemination of derived Intelligence. Since 1941,

cryptologic exchanges had been on the technical exchange

level only. 2 2 With American involvement in the European

theater of war growing, this arrangement had to change if

American commanders wprc to receive the same type of

iirtelligence support being provided to their British

counterparts.

Previously, the Signal Intelligence Service's expertise

had been directed against the Japanese, and their codes and

cipher systems (the MAGIC effort). The SIS, or, as it was

soon to be renamed, the Signal Security Agency, was anxious

to establish a duplicative effort In Washington to exploit

high grade German air and military material (CS/MSS

reporting) in support of the War Department and American

field commands. Creating a separate center, it was argued,

would have the additional benefit of providing a back-up, if

Bletchley Park was damaged or destroyed. The British, on

grounds of security, inventive jealousy and economy of

effort, proposed a division along expertise lines with them

- 16 -



retaining a monopoly of the German and Italian military and

air target, and the U.S. concentrating its efforts against

the Japanese. 2 3

The resulting 17 May agreement generally followed the

British proposal, provided for complete exchange, and

specified:

1) US liaison officers will be appointed at GC & CS to
examine messages and summaries, and select those desired for
transmittal to Washington for G-2 or the Theater Commanders.
All decoded material will be made available to those
officers. Decodes giving Information regarding Order of
Battle will be handled as at present, i.e., through US
liaison officers at (the British) War Office and Air
Ministry, respectively. (emphasis added)

2) Decodes or summaries to be passed to Washington
through existing British channels.

3) Special Intelligence from this source will be
passed to Commanders-in-Chief in the field through the
special British units provided for this purpose. The
officer in command of these units will have direct access to
the Commander-in-Chief and will advise as necessary on the
security aspect of handling and using this intelligence.
Where an American officer is Commander-in-Chief, an American
officer, properly trained and Indoctrinated at Bletchley
Park, will be attached to the unit to advise and act as
liaison officer to overcome difficultles that may arise in
regard to differences in language.2 4

Limitations established for the passing of material to

Washington, as well as agreement on the handling of material

of interest tc. the US Navy (a requirement not covered in the

basic agreement) would demand further discussion and

agreement - just as would clarification of "Order of Battle

material" being passed through London. The agreement firmly

established a requirement for three subsets of the US

liaison team - collectively known as 3-US, following from

- 17 -



the Hut 3 section discriptors. All personnel were caccied

on G-2, War Department strength documents and assigned to

the Military Intelligence Service (MIS), War Department

London.

3-US. London The London element was, from the US

perspective, the War Department's conduit for 'raw

intelligence material upon which the evaluations and

conclusions of the British Service Ministries and the Joint

Chiefs of Staff are based, the purpose of the arrangement

being to give the War Department a basis for confirming or

disagreeing with British evaluations and conclusions, and

arriving at independent evaluations and conclusions." 2 5

Additionally, they were to work the Order of Battle issue to

ensure such reporting was disseminated both to Washington

and to appropriate US commanders.

Order of Battle (OB) reporting was nontained in a

series of Special Intelligence summaries issued by the

London Ministries under the overall covername of "SUNSET".

These items were condensed notes on important decrypts and

were issued (1) daily, summarizing significant OB

information, and (2) weekly, on German Air Force changes.

Reporting records covering the SUNSET series have not been

declassified, thus precluding public scrutiny. The

Washington based MIS apparently attempted to expand this

condensed and summariz material back Into detailed

strategic level reports, not surprisingly with little
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success. 2 6  However, at least one field command, the IX

Tactical Air Command (in support of First Army), was

appreciative of SUNSET material for its overview and

meaningful structure. 2 7 This command also seemed to have a

problem with its higher headquarters (Ninth Air F-rce)

retransmitting material; presumabiy, SUNSET provided a less

timely backstop.

The 3-US, London element also passed to field commands

reports based on decrypts of German military intelligence

traffic (the MEL & VAR series) for dissemination to

supporting Counter Intelligence Corps (CIC) personnel. 28

These series have apparently never been released into the

public record.

3-US, GC & CS As earlier discussed, key to the process

of dissemination of ULTRA reporting to field commands were

the Air and Military Advisors In Hut 3. Americans was to

supplement the 3A & 3M teams, to "participate in the

selection of intelligence to be dis- seminated to British

and American Commands in the European Theater; to assist in

the preparation of such intelligence for dissemination; and

to insure that all intelligence available at the point of

dissemination, which may be of interest to American

Commanders, shall be disseminated to them. " 2 9

Additionally, this contingent was tasked with selecting

CX/MSS decrypts for courier (later transmission) to

Washington. G-2, War Department had, by September 1943,
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gained agreement with the British to allow the focwaraing of

"all desired intelligence". Opera4  ing with "little or no

guidance", 3-US personnel relied i judgement, supplemented

Dy tie advise of their B-Iltish contemporaries and the

occasional message from Washington. The principles for

selection strangely were never formdlized and remained

unstructured hroughout the war. While Washington"s

intelligence requirements would have been strategic, the

material forwarded to MIS was a mixture of the strategic

(major ordet of battic items, plans for future operations,

manpower repoctq, and policy material) and the operational

- F} ivo Cerman air/ground liaison) reports, front lne

material and mateLal of a so-called "tactical" na,.ure.30

With regard to providing support to field commands, the

Americans, boti at Hut 3 and, as will be discu3sed later,

with the fielV commands themselves, were the beneficiaries

of a well established British system that had been

supporting the operational level of cormmand since 1941. The

problem was one of cunformity rather than invention. It can

be argued that the infusion of Americans into the system at

this time providea a "ncw set of eyes" that, in fact, may

nave improved the system even further.

There were many times when 3-M or 3-A was annoyed
by 3-US concerning the content or priccity or
routing of a given signal. On some of these
occasions 3-M or 3-A refused to budge; but not
infrequently, particularly when the Western Front
was young, the criticisns of 3-US were accepted
and action taken. The somewhat different approac-
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of the (3-US) section provided a useful chec:< on

the principal mission of Hut 3.31

Supplementing the CXiMSS material pcovilen to noth

Washington and American field uomands were other such

non-Hut 3 items of mlitary significance to include German

pcice (GPD oecrypts) and military intelligence materiai (in

adaition 1o the MEL and VAR series provided by 3-US,

Lcndon), dipiomatic traffic (the DAY series), and low-grade

aecrypts of air and ground material. Also provided were the

summary reports from Hut 3 covering German air force (A!X or

C<.MSS/A1) and ground (MIX or CX/MSS/MI) materials. 3 2 This

Dody of reporting escapes analysis for operational level

impact in that the decrypts themselves and the resulting

S.GINT reports and signals remain classified. However,

enough information is availible on the BAY series

(diplomatic/ attache reporting) and the STARK series

( olitical/econcmic) to warrant further discussion.

Initially field commands were receiving intelligence of

military value noted In diplomatic and attache traffic via

extracts from War Office or Air Ministry reporting and

,nclude in the MIX or AIX summary traffi- noted above.

This Hut 3 service lacked timeliness and resulted in much

valuable traffic going unreported to appropriate fieli

commanders. Effective 30 March 1944, an agreement was

Leached which allowed the Special Branch Liaison Officer

access to unspecified logs belonging to a (identity still

classified) diplomatic party and to the British Minictr, o:
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Economic Warfare. 3 3  Items of interest were tipped by secure

telephone to 3-US personnel for Inclusion into the

appropriate series. Political and economic information was

disseminated down to Army Group level via the STARK

series.
3 4

The BAY series was drawn from unspecified diplomatic

traffic (BJ) decrypts, and from Japanese Naval (SJA) and

Military (JMA) Attache traffic. The competence of the Naval

A*ttaches in Berlin and Venice, and other Japanese officials

using that intercepted link, resulted in 'comprehensive and

reasonably accurate descriptions of technical equipment, and

into ..... German strategy and defences". The result was

four to five BAY signals a week from this source, and an

equal number from the Military Attaches, usually of air

intelligence value.
3 5

F.H. Hinsley cites both series as material not yet

released into the public record. 36 However, at least one

was issued as part of the CX/MSS series and was sent to both

the 12th Army Group and the 9th Air Force at 131425Z

September 1944. The text is as follows:

REF: BJ 135993 BAY/HP 2

((BAY/HP 2 & 2 SB 30 & 30 PK 11 & 11 TG 26
& 26 WM 21 & 21 NX 7 & 7 EEF 82 & 82 SHA 94 & 94
SH 61 & 61 %

ACCORDING PORTUGUESE MINISTER BERLIN & BERLIN ON NINTH,))
ALTHOUGH OFFICIAL CIRCLES CONTINUE TO SHOW ABSOLUTE
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